Take a good look where you're standing. We're in the South. Haven't you noticed the smell of mint julep and condescension in the air? Right behind you is a statue of a Confederate soldier holding a rifle. With all due respect, I don't know if you play as well in Dixie. 10 This scene illustrates the sentiment shared by many: that Civil War era symbols are physical reminders that African Americans remain systematically disadvantaged in many ways, especially in the South.
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The placement of these monuments in and around courthouses is often interpreted as a signal that unfair treatment awaits inside.
Controversy over Confederate monuments in public spaces is not new to North Carolina or to its southern neighbors. Public discourse has centered on the morality of maintaining Confederate monuments, , http://www.journalnow.com /opinion/columnists/alfred-l-brophy-legislating-confederate-monuments/article_1db4acd4-309f-11e5-870c-73bbd75fa258.html [https://perma.cc/3GH4-G6P2] ("Recently I was talking with a law client in a county courthouse. I asked her how she felt about her case and she said, 'Well, there is a Confederate monument out front.' I was taken aback, quite frankly. The message of that monument to her was that she might not get justice."). NORTH CAROLINA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 94 as well as names of buildings, streets, parks, and other public places in honor of Confederate leaders; these conversations have only increased in the aftermath of the tragic, racially-motivated church shooting in Charleston and the subsequent removal of the Confederate flag from the South Carolina State House grounds.
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Supporters of monument removal and renaming argue that there is an important distinction between acknowledging the past and honoring the legacy of white supremacy. 13 Similarly, other commentators focus on the historical narratives of non-whites that are often omitted from places of honor and challenge the unequal representation within monument and naming decisions.
14 Conversely, some opponents of 13. One editorial opinion states the following:
Naming a building for Saunders was therefore a clear attempt to inscribe the legacy of white supremacy into the very fabric of the university's cultural landscape. And the fact that the building's name endured for over 90 years speaks to how legacies of anti-black racism are a largely unquestioned and taken-forgranted aspect of our everyday surroundings, both on and off university campuses. 14. See Joey DeVito, UNC Professors Discuss Renaming Buildings, CHAPELBORO (Jan. 25, 2016, 9:58 PM), http://chapelboro.com/featured/unc-professors-discuss-renamingbuildings [https://perma.cc/2L3Q-68WT] (quoting UNC Law Professor Ted Shaw, who stated that while he is not necessarily "opposed to those who want to tear down Silent Sam," he is "much more interested in an honest rendition of history, so that it isn't, as we say in the black community, 'only his story.' "). Others would similarly appreciate recognition of various historical perspectives:
Our statehouse displays no statues to celebrate the interracial Fusion movement of the 1890s, which could have led the way into a different kind of South. We have no monuments on our courthouse lawns to the interracial civil rights movement that helped to pass the Voting Rights Act of 1965, which made black Southerners full citizens for the first time. There are no monuments at the Capitol to Abraham Galloway, Charlotte Hawkins Brown, Ella Baker or Julius Chambers. [T]hey're part of our landscape. Yes, they're reminders of the days of slavery and secession. But they teach important lessons: [t]hey point to a Southern political system that, from the 1870s to the 1930s (the period of most frequent commemoration), continued to support the ideals of the Confederacy. They're graphic reminders of Jim Crow, and the ways white supremacy was codified in statutes, social practices and stone. And they reveal the psychology (however misguided) of an era and people: the fact that white Southerners and their elected leaders believed in the righteousness of their society. Ultimately, removal of the monuments will, quite literally, erase an unsavory-but important-part of our nation's history.
Id.
16 21 This law severely restricts the removal, relocation, or alteration of any monument or "display of a permanent character" located on public property. 22 While it does not specifically focus on Confederate monuments, the HPA was enacted amidst cries for removal of Confederate monuments and rampant Confederate monument vandalism. 23 Therefore, many observers have inferred that the purpose of this legislation is the protection of these monuments, an inference that has had significant implications for the heated public debate surrounding the statute. 22. See N.C. GEN. STAT. § 100-2.1 (2015). The statute protects "objects of remembrance" from removal and defines such objects as "a monument, memorial, plaque, statue, marker, or display of a permanent character that commemorates an event, a person, or military service that is part of North Carolina's history." § 100-2.1(b This Recent Development argues that the North Carolina HPA creates a lack of accountability on behalf of the state legislature, usurps powers of local governments, and engenders confusion as to its proper scope. Consequently, the North Carolina General Assembly should modify the HPA by removing the illusory delegation to the Historical Commission; clarifying that the Act clearly applies to only state-owned property rather than both state and municipally-owned property; and removing the catch-all provision that applies the Act to all "display[s] of a permanent character."
25 Furthermore, the legislature should include a provision allowing for the erection of plaques that contextualize these monuments within local history so that the messages the monuments are intended to convey are clear.
Analysis proceeds in three parts. Part I briefly sketches the propagation of Heritage Protection Acts across the South, outlines the North Carolina HPA, and highlights ways the North Carolina statute differs from those of other states. Part II examines the challenging provisions of this statute and analyzes the legislative history of the law to offer insight as to how the delegation of authority to the State Historical Commission operates, whether the HPA applies to municipally-owned monuments, and what constitutes a "display of permanent character."
26 Finally, Part III argues that this statute should be modified and amended to provide for plaques that contextualize these monuments within their local history in order to balance the inherent tension between those who perceive the monuments and the HPA as perpetuating racial concepts with those who perceive the monuments as preserving southern history.
I. WHAT ARE HERITAGE PROTECTION ACTS?

A. The Propagation of Heritage Protection Acts Across the South
Over the past two decades, a large scheme of state laws, colloquially called "Heritage Protection Acts," or "HPAs," has emerged across the South. 27 These laws, enacted in response to calls from the political right to stop the "re-writing of history," seek to Although the Acts vary considerably, each contains a provision for monument protection. 30 Following the examples of the aforementioned states, in July 2015, North Carolina enacted an HPA that includes a signature provision restricting removal and relocation of monuments. 31 While similar in some respects to other HPAs, North Carolina's Act differs from others across the South in several significant ways, including the apparent delegation of authority to the state Historical Commission; the lack of clarity regarding its applicability to municipally-owned monuments; and the broad definition of monuments to which the HPA applies. After review of the ways that North Carolina's HPA departs from those of its southern neighbors, it is apparent that the statute raises legal questions. 32. See N.C. GEN. STAT. § 100-9 (2013) (allowing counties to spend public funds to erect iron fences around monuments honoring "the confederate dead"); id. § 100-10 (allowing for the use of public funds to construct monuments to the "war between the states"). Signed into law by Governor McCrory in July 2015, the HPA begins with a general provision that limits the instances when a monument may be removed. 41 The provision states that the North Carolina Historical Commission ("the Commission") must approve any modification or removal of a monument. 42 In addition to the powers granted to the Commission within the HPA, this appointed body also has the power to approve any monument, memorial, or work of art before it becomes state property. 43 Following the delegation of authority to the Commission, the "Limitations on Removal" subsection states that "[a]n object of remembrance located on public property may not be permanently removed and may only be relocated, whether temporarily or permanently, under the circumstances listed in this subsection and subject to the limitations in this subsection." 44 45 In sum, the HPA effectively prohibits any object of remembrance from being permanently removed, and it only permits relocation in those two narrow circumstances.
C. How North Carolina's HPA Differs from Those in Other States
While North Carolina was the fifth state to enact a HPA, its legislation departs from that of its southern neighbors in several significant ways. First, the statute appears to, but does not in fact, employ the North Carolina Historical Commission as the final arbiter of decisions to alter monuments. The statute's provisions do not include an outright prohibition of any changes whatsoever, unlike other HPAs that include an outright prohibition of removal and do not employ a separate decision-making body. 46 Second, while the statute applies to state-owned monuments located on public property, it does not specify whether the law applies to municipally-owned monuments as many other HPAs do. 47 Finally, the statute includes a broad catch-all provision that applies to all "display[s] of a permanent character" that commemorate "an event, a person, or military service that is part of North Carolina's history," instead of enumerating specific types of monuments to be protected. 48 Ultimately, this statute
relocated. An object of remembrance may not be relocated to a museum, cemetery, or mausoleum unless it was originally placed at such a location. is unnecessarily difficult to understand and leaves local governments with many unanswered questions and without a thorough grasp of the law. If the current tension between the negative and positive perceptions of monuments and their role in the North Carolina landscape is to be resolved, this law must be clear.
Id.
Id. (emphasis added
)
II. QUESTIONS LEFT UNANSWERED BY NORTH CAROLINA'S HPA
As enacted, the North Carolina HPA leaves questions unanswered. On its face, the HPA does not clarify (1) 
49 This Part analyzes legislative history to offer answers to these questions. Additionally, this Part reiterates that the statute does little to address the public debate on whether or not monuments should remain in place to preserve history or be taken down to avoid propagating racism.
A. What Role Does the State Historical Commission Play in
Monument Removal?
After the passage of North Carolina's HPA, many interpreted the legislation as giving the legislature the ultimate authority in decisions to alter monuments. 50 However, a cursory reading of the statute reveals that monuments "may not be removed, relocated, or altered in any way without the approval of the North Carolina Historical Commission" rather than the approval of the legislature. 51 Nonetheless, a closer investigation of the HPA reveals that the Commission in fact holds practically no real power when it comes to monument removal or alteration.
This illusory delegation of power seems to mask the true intention of the legislature-that no monuments be altered or removed at any time, by anyone-while making this prohibition appear out of the hands of the legislature; in effect, this "delegation" to the Commission allows the North Carolina General Assembly to 
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escape accountability for its actions. When confronted by a group challenging a monument as offensive, 52 the legislature can hide behind this delegation of authority and blame all decisions against removal or alteration on the Commission, when in reality the Commission has no discretionary authority whatsoever.
The HPA's delegation of decision-making authority to the Commission is a hollow façade. First, subsection (b) of the statute severely circumscribes the prior section's delegation of power to the Commission by flatly forbidding the permanent removal of objects covered by the statute. 53 This prohibition seems logically disconnected when read in conjunction with the prior subsection's grant of power to the Commission, which states that monuments cannot be removed without the Commission's approval. 54 Next, the law allows the Commission to approve both the temporary and permanent relocation of monuments, but only when relocation is necessary to Veterans, who sought to invalidate a Memphis City Council ordinance renaming three public parks in apparent violation of the state's HPA. Id. at *1-2. In dismissing the case as to fourteen of the fifteen plaintiffs, the Tennessee Court of Appeals held that the one remaining plaintiff had a particularized injury to support standing to challenge the renaming. Id. at *14. The sole plaintiff with standing was the group "Sons of Confederate Veterans Nathan Bedford Forrest Camp #215." Id. at *11. The group was "formed with the express purpose of educating the public about the life and history of General Forrest," and the group, which sought an injunction preventing the renaming of Nathan Bedford Forrest Park, was held to have special interest in the Forrest Park name. Id. Similarly, to establish standing in North Carolina, a plaintiff has to show: (1) an injury in fact, or an invasion of a legally protected interest, that is (a) concrete and particularized, and (b) actual or imminent, rather than conjectural or hypothetical; (2) that the injury is fairly traceable to the defendant's challenged action; and (3) that it is likely, and not merely speculative, that the injury will be redressed by a favorable decision. See Sullivan v. 53. N.C. GEN. STAT. § 100-2.1(b) (2015) (stating that objects of remembrance on public property "may not be permanently removed"). 54. Id. § 100-2.1(a) (stating that monuments "may not be removed . . . without the approval of the North Carolina Historical Commission"). NORTH CAROLINA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 94 preserve the object or when necessary for construction. 55 A temporary relocation must be placed back in its original location within ninety days, while a permanent relocation must be to a "site of similar prominence, honor, visibility, availability, and access that are [sic] within the boundaries of the jurisdiction from which it was relocated." 56 The first portion of the statute appears to shift power away from the legislature and into the hands of the Commission by stating that monuments "may not be removed [ A brief look at the legislative history of the HPA illustrates that the legislature never intended for the Commission to hold meaningful discretionary authority. A proposed amendment by former state representative Rick Glazier of Cumberland County sought to create a mechanism for local governments to remove monuments; it permitted them to petition the Commission for a waiver of the prohibition of removal contained in subsection (b) of the statute, 59 much like a similar provision included in the Tennessee HPA. 60 This proposed amendment failed, 61 signaling the intent of the legislature to prohibit monument removal entirely and severely restrict instances of relocation. When considering the way the statute operates as opposed 55 . Id. § 100-2.1(b). 56. Id. 57. Id. § 100-2.1(a). 58. Id. § 100-2.1(b) (stating that monument relocation is only appropriate: "(1) when relocation is necessary to preserve the object or (2) when necessary for construction"). Any entity exercising control of public property on which an item, structure or area described in subsection (a) is located may petition the Tennessee historical commission for a waiver to this section. A petition for waiver shall be in writing and shall state the reason, or reasons, upon which the waiver is sought. At any regularly scheduled meeting of the commission, the commission may grant a petition for waiver by a majority vote of those present and voting. The commission may include reasonable conditions and instructions to ensure that any items, structures, or areas are preserved to the greatest extent possible. to how it appears on its face, the North Carolina HPA is functionally a complete prohibition of monument removal. 62 This inquiry into legislative intent shows that the delegation of monument modification power to the Commission within the HPA is meaningless. The empty assignment of power essentially shifts blame away from legislators and onto the Commission while controversial monuments remain in place. As public debate continues over monuments such as Silent Sam, 63 the legislature can publicly cast the Commission as final arbiter of decisions and avoid being held accountable for unpopular decisions, despite the Commission's clear inability to act. This avoidance is especially problematic given the massive number of monuments covered by the bill and the controversy surrounding them.
Id. (emphasis added
B. Does the HPA Apply to Municipally-Owned Monuments?
On its face, North Carolina's HPA applies to state-owned objects of remembrance located on public property. 64 But the statute, unlike the HPAs of other states, is silent as to whether "public property" includes city or county property. 65 The statute's legislative history suggests that the law applies to all public property within the state, effectively prohibiting local governments from controlling their own monuments. The intent of legislators to make the HPA applicable to all public property is clear when examining rejected proposals to narrow the scope of the HPA.
For example, a proposed amendment to subsection (b) of the HPA, suggested by Senator Elmer Floyd from Cumberland County, sought to clarify that "[t]his section does not apply to an object of remembrance located on city or county property." 66 The amendment failed, 67 manifesting legislative intent for the HPA to apply to all NORTH CAROLINA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 94 public property within the state that meets the vague criteria for "objects of remembrance." 68 In a press release issued after he signed the bill into law, Governor McCrory expressed concern over the Act's reach into local decision-making:
The protection of our heritage is a matter of statewide significance to ensure that our rich history will always be preserved and remembered for generations to come. I remain committed to ensuring that our past, present and future state monuments tell the complete story of North Carolina. While I disagree with the process created in the bill and the overreach into local decision making, the overall goals of the bill merit my signature. 69 The failure of Senator Floyd's amendment and the gubernatorial press release following the passage of the HPA show that the legislature intended the statute to apply to municipal property.
Furthermore, a report from the North Carolina Senate Standing Committee on Commerce summarized the law at a time before the HPA's passage, noting that it allowed local governments the ability to designate historic landmarks within their jurisdiction.
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The committee report states that "[l]ocal governments may, by ordinance, designate historic landmarks within their jurisdiction. To be so designated, the local preservation commission must determine that the landmark is of special significance in terms of its historical, prehistorical, architectural, or cultural importance." 71 The statutory scheme mentioned in this report was amended contemporaneously with the HPA's enactment to clarify that the HPA supersedes any power a local government may have over an object within their jurisdiction that meets the definition of an "object of remembrance." 72 This means that any object that a local government currently has or acquires in the future that also falls within the incredibly broad 68 . See discussion infra Section II.C. 
Governor McCrory Signs Legislation and Urges
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definition of "display of a permanent character" 73 as defined by the HPA cannot be removed and may only be relocated in the two circumstances previously discussed. 74 The HPA effectively freezes the North Carolina landscape in time, prohibiting any municipality from permanently removing any monuments that they currently have or may acquire in the future, regardless of local consensus about their appropriateness. When coupled with the expansive reach of the statute, discussed in the next section, the vast implications of the statute become apparent.
C. What Constitutes a "Display of Permanent Character"?
While it seems obvious that the North Carolina HPA applies to massive stone statues such as the seventy-five-foot-tall Confederate Monument on the State Capitol grounds, 75 the expansive definition of "objects of remembrance" in the statute raises questions as to how far this category extends. As defined in the HPA, "the term 'object of remembrance' means a monument, memorial, plaque, statue, marker, or display of a permanent character that commemorates an event, a person, or military service that is part of North Carolina's history." 76 The catch-all provision "display of a permanent character" is the first of its kind among HPAs in the South. 77 This makes the statute even more difficult to apply, especially because it is already unclear what kind of potentially contentious monuments are subject to the HPA. 78 The expansive nature of this provision raises questions about the kinds of objects that would be affected by the HPA's application. Considering contentious objects within North Carolina that would not traditionally be considered monuments but may be engulfed by the amorphous "display of a permanent character" definition illustrates the difficulty of applying this provision. This Section considers three
2016]
N.C. HERITAGE PROTECTION ACT 2193 permanent. 88 He contrasted the Hillsborough "Confederate Monument" signage to inscriptions on buildings, which he considered permanent and therefore subject to the HPA. 89 The invocation of the HPA in this removal demonstrates how application of the "displays of a permanent character" provision can produce idiosyncratic results. If the distinction drawn by the Town of Hillsborough's attorney is correct, it produces an awkward standard through which the statute protects some names of buildings but not others. To understand how problematic the standard is, one need only compare Saunders Hall with Aycock Residence Hall, both buildings at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill whose namesakes were deeply connected to white supremacy causes. 90 While some may argue that a building name, whether permanently engraved or on a removable sign, counts as a "display of a permanent character," and is therefore prohibited from removal or alteration, the Hillsborough example suggests that removable signs are not subject to the North Carolina law. Following the logic of the Hillsborough attorney, Saunders Hall cannot be renamed after the passage of the HPA because "Saunders Hall" is engraved on the side of the building. 91 Applying the HPA to Aycock Residence Hall, whose name is not engraved into the side of the building but appears on an easily removable sign, produces a different result due to the less permanent nature of the sign. This strange dichotomy illustrates a problem caused by the HPA's expansive definitional language that will likely persist as this statute is applied to future building names. Rather than keep this broad and unworkable terminology, the legislature should adopt an explicit prohibition 92 The city seal of Fayetteville, North Carolina illustrates another instance of the "objects of a permanent character" provision producing incongruous results. The city seal is an image of a two-story Market House and is depicted on large plaques attached to government buildings as well as city emails and stationery. 94 Although the historical accuracy of its former uses is contested, many believe that the Market House was once used as a slave-trading post and therefore find its image on the town seal inappropriate. Attempting to apply the catch-all "objects of a permanent character" provision to the seal produces inconsistent results. While logos on emails and stationery are not likely to be considered "objects of a permanent character," the brass seal affixed to the side of local government buildings very well may be. The city seal appears securely attached to buildings in the town, much larger and central to the architecture of structures than the small bolted-on letters of the Hillsborough library. The distinction between the Fayetteville seal and the Hillsborough "Confederate Memorial" lettering demonstrates another line-drawing problem within the statute: at what point is a plaque or signage "permanent"? According to the Hillsborough town attorney's interpretation, the decision turns on how difficult the object in question is to remove. It would also make sense, however, to draw this distinction based on historical research into the original purpose of the object. Lingering questions surrounding the city seal illustrate yet another complication produced by the vague statutory language. That language would likely require a city to keep imagery deemed offensive by almost half of its citizens in place in situations involving items such as the brass seal on government buildings, but not in other situations with items such as stationery or emails.
Busts in Public Spaces
Finally, smaller busts commonly found in public spaces also illustrate the flimsy nature of the catch-all "objects of a permanent character" provision. For example, a bust of William Alexander Graham, a former slaveholding Governor of North Carolina and supporter of the Confederacy, is currently located within the State Capitol building. 97 If attempts are made to remove this bust, it is unclear whether the relatively small figure would be considered an object "of a permanent character" subject to the HPA's prohibition of removal. On the one hand, a bust is easily transportable and not "permanent" to the extent of outdoor monuments. 98 On the other hand, a bust shares many of the same qualities as the outdoor statues clearly protected by the HPA. 99 Because the physical objects covered by the HPA are deeply controversial, the need for a clearer standard is evident. Confusingly, the "object of a permanent character" provision within the HPA covers objects that would be left untouched by HPAs of other states. The outer bounds of the statute's reach become unworkably vague when applied to building names, temporary and permanent logos, and smaller objects such as busts.
These three examples illustrate the difficulties that will inevitably arise as local governments attempt to apply the HPA to objects within their communities that the public wishes to remove or relocate. Even relocations of uncontroversial items to a different place for aesthetic reasons are likely to fall under the sweeping scope of "objects of a permanent character," and therefore, such items will be required to remain in place in perpetuity. These problems, along with concerns about the Commission's lack of power and the statute's broad reach, call for drafting revisions on the part of the North Carolina General Assembly in order to address the ramifications the statute may have on keeping monuments in place that many view as offensive. 
III. RECOMMENDATIONS
Stopping short of evaluating the morality of the motivations behind the HPA, this Recent Development argues that the legislation decreases the North Carolina General Assembly's accountability, overreaches into the realm of local government and creates uncertainty through the vague definition of "objects of permanent character." Consequently, drafting revisions, as well as an additional provision allowing for the installation of plaques contextualizing these monuments, are necessary to clarify the statute and to address the public debate surrounding whether or not potentially offensive monuments should remain standing and unaltered.
A. The General Assembly Should Modify Provisions of the HPA
The legislature can avoid much of the inevitable confusion that will arise under the HPA by modifying the statute. The three issues of minimal accountability, overreaching into local decision-making, and vagueness could all be ameliorated by such modification.
First, unless the legislature intends for the Commission to have power regarding monument removal, it should remove the delegation in the statute. Under North Carolina's HPA, the Commission has no actual authority to act. Because the North Carolina HPA currently operates in a similar manner to the South Carolina HPA, as an outright prohibition of removal, clarifying the language to mirror that of South Carolina's HPA would reduce confusion in the future.
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This change would make legislators more directly accountable for their actions; it would also provide clarity to local governments that seek to understand how the law applies.
Second, the overreach into local government power allowed by the statute, while troubling, appears to be the intent of the legislature. Nonetheless, a provision on the face of the statute that clarifies that it applies to all public property owned by the state, excluding that owned by local governments, would provide a more workable future standard that does not usurp local decision-making power. This modification would quell the apprehensions of Governor McCrory and legislators who expressed concern over the HPA's reach into local decision-making authority. It would also appease many commentators who have likewise noted that monument removal or 
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alteration "is a decision that should largely be made at the local level." 101 Finally, because many of the difficulties inherent in applying the vague "objects of a permanent character" provision included in the statute surround naming conventions, this definitional language should be stricken and replaced with a prohibition against name changing, consistent with legislative intent. A provision similar to those included in the South Carolina, Mississippi, or Tennessee provisions would provide a more workable standard.
102 Such a prohibition would alleviate inconsistent results produced by application of the statute, as evidenced by the previous comparison between Saunders Hall and Aycock Residence Hall. 103 Furthermore, the vague "objects of a permanent character" provision creates a fuzzy and largely arbitrary dichotomy, as illustrated by the Hillsborough "Confederate Monument" signage and the Fayetteville city seal. 104 Further explanation by the legislature as to what makes an object "permanent" is needed. Alternatively, the catch-all provision unique to the North Carolina HPA could be removed entirely, providing for a workable standard that leaves more objects eligible for removal.
While these changes are unlikely to completely quell the public discord surrounding the HPA, they will create standards that can more easily be understood by citizens and members of local governments. Those in opposition to monuments and naming conventions will be better able to grasp how the law functions, and local governments will have a clearer understanding of their inability to remove or rename objects that are met with public opposition.
B. A Provision for "Truth Plaques" Should Be Added
Even if these monuments ultimately remain in place, to the chagrin of protestors, slight modifications to the statute to allow for plaques contextualizing the monuments would be a meaningful step toward compromise. In espousing her support for the HPA, North Carolina Representative Marilyn Avila stated that "[w]hen you talk information 111 would not only allow some degree of local control over the objects but would also shed light onto the problematic contexts that influenced the monuments' erections. As written, the HPA suggests that local governments do not have the authority to put plaques up, creating the need for an explicit provision providing such authority. Section (b) of the HPA states:
Nothing in this Part shall be construed to prevent the ordinary maintenance or repair of any exterior architectural feature in a historic district or of a landmark which does not involve a change in design, material or appearance thereof, nor to prevent the construction, reconstruction, alteration, restoration, moving or demolition of any such feature . . . .
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This provision implies that local governments are without power to alter the appearance of monuments within their jurisdiction under the HPA. Placing a plaque explaining historical context on a monument, even on its base, would likely be forbidden because it would change the appearance of the monument. Placing a plaque beside a monument is less likely to be considered an alteration, but that is uncertain under the current law. On one hand, a plaque placed next to a monument may not change the appearance of the monument because the objects would not be touching each other and therefore, would not constitute an alteration. Conversely, a plaque may change the broader aesthetic appearance of the monument when considering the view of the monument and its surrounding area and consequently be considered an alteration. For clarity's sake, the North Carolina General Assembly should amend the HPA to allow for these plaques and provide a uniform procedure through which local governments may, with input from the local community, approve the content of the plaques.
Community groups have already shared their thoughts on provisions such as these. An official statement from the NAACP supported a similar proposal. 113 In his official statement, Rev. Dr. William J. Barber II called on the legislature to "write a Truth Bill, demanding that if these monuments are going to stay up, we now have to write some Truth plaques that are placed on these monuments that tell exactly when, and why, and in what context they were erected." 114 The push for contextualization of these monuments has also been met with the support of many faculty members of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, who released a statement supporting the efforts of Silent Sam's opponents to place a plaque explaining Silent Sam's controversial origin. 115 Given the expansive scope of the HPA and the multitude of monuments that it cements into the North Carolina landscape for the foreseeable future, a provision providing for plaques that contextualize these monuments is necessary.
CONCLUSION
The presence of Confederate memorials within the North Carolina landscape invokes strong emotional responses from many citizens. While it is outside of the judiciary's purview to determine whether these symbols are moral, it is its duty to ensure that laws enacted by the legislature are accessible and fairly applied. Because the vague and confusing provisions within the HPA produce irregular results, it is essential that the North Carolina legislature draft more straightforward legislation. This is necessary so that local governments can understand what, if any, control they maintain over these symbols, and citizens affected by the presence of these structures clearly understand where to address their grievances. The North Carolina HPA renders legislators unaccountable, usurps power from local governments, and is unworkably vague. By adding both legislative clarity and accountability to the statute, as well as historical context in the form of truth plaques, North Carolina citizens can more fully understand the state's heritage and the intricacies of the debate that surrounds it. 
